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gent view which the Charch of Rome and we Protestants 
respectively take of the state of man subsequent to the fall ; 
■which, again, is intimately connected with the whple 
scheme of justification and salvation as maintained by her 
and us severally. This fundamental error as to the state 
of man prior to the full is, accordingly, another of the 
reasons which j ustify ns in maintaining our protest against 
the Church of Rome. 

5. We cannot agree with the Church of Rome as to the 
state of man subsequent to the fall. The Church of Rome 
holding, as we have just seen, that original righteousness 
was not connatural with man in his state of innocence, but 
a superinduced ornament, or superadded gift ; as a con- 
sequence of that doctrine, she further teaches that the 
effect of the fall consisted in the loss or privation of that 
gift of original righteousness, and not in any pristine cor- 
ruption or depravation of his nature. The exact nature 
of the sin conuected with that loss, viz., original sin, she 
studiously avoids defining. But the schoolmen, and the 
best expositors of the opinions of the Fathers of the Coun- 
cil, agree in representing this sin to be of a very insignifi- 
cant character, both in its nature and consequences. 11 We, 
Protestants, huld, on the other hand, that " original sin 
is the fault and corruption of the nature of every man, that 
naturally' is engendered of the offspring of Adam, whereby 
man is very far gone from original righteousness (ut ab 
originali justitia quam longissime distet), and is of his own 
nature inclined to evil' (Art. ix. of the united Church of 
England and Ireland). This fundamental difference as 
to the nature of original sin is another reason why we are 
Protestants, convinced, as we are, on the grounds of rea- 
son and Scripture, that the Romish theory of original 
righteousness and original sin is a purely scholastic fiction. 

fl. We cannot agree with the Church of Rome as to 
the effects of Baptim. By the decree of Trent (Sess. v., 
sec. 5) it is declared, and an anathema is fulminated 
against all who deny it, that by the grace of Baptism 
not only is the guile of original sin remitted, but '' every- 
thing is absolutely taken away which has the true and 
proper nature of sin.' 1 The decree adds, that although the 
ctncupiscence which remains after Baptism is called sin 
by the Apostle Paul (Kom. vi. 12. ; vii. 8 ). still it is not 
really and properly sin, but was so called because it pro- 
ceeds from sin, and inclines to it. We Protestants 
prefer to believe that when the Apostle says that the 
concupiscence which remains after Baptism is sinful, he 
means what he says, and, accordingly, our doctrine is, 
" that this infection of nature doth remain even in them 
that are regenerated (by baptism) ;" and that " although 
there is no condemnation for them that believe and a>e 
baptised (or regenerated), yet concupiscence has of itse'f 
the nature of sin" (Art. ix.). As we build our doctrine in 
this particular on the express words of Holy Scripture, 
we have one more unanswerable reason for being Pro- 
testants. 

7. We cannot agree with the Church of Rome as to 
the number of the Sacraments. The Council of Trent, in its 
seventh Session, anathematises every one who will not 
admit that there are seven true and proper sacraments, 
neither more nor less ; and that all these sacraments were 
instituted by our Lord Jesus Christ. We Protestants, 
on tie bther hand, maintain that our b'essed Lord 
instituted but two sacraments, viz. : Baptism and the 
Supper of the Lord (Art. xxv.). We reject the so- 
pited sacraments of Confirmation, Penance, Extreme 
Unction, Orders, and Matrimony. Our reasons for 
'doing so are very plain and clear. We have stated them 
at length already in these pages. Our arguments against 
the existence of seven sacraments will be found in Vol. 
iii., p. 56, and vol. iv., p. 25. That Confirmation is no 
sacrament we have proved, vol. ii., p. 56. That Extreme 
Unction is no sacrament we have proved, vol. i., p. 85. 
That Orders are no sacrament we have proved, vol. ii., 
p. 57. That Matrimony is no sacrament we have proved, 
ToL iv., p. 25. And as to Pename, it has neither divine 
institution nor matter, which are >,dmitted to be essential 
parts of a sacrament. Inasmuch, therefore, us the 
number seven it purely arbitrary, and inasmuch as the 
&>c Romish sacraments have no foundation in the Senp- 
tares or in the usages of the early Church, we are fur- 
nished with additional reasons why we are Protestants. 

6. We cannot agree with the Church of Rome on several 
important points connected with the sacrament of the 
Lord's Supper. She holds the doctrine of TransubsUn- 
tietion ,■ that is to say, that •' by the consecration of the 
Bread and Wine there is effected a conversion of the whole 
enbstance of the Bread into the substance of the Body of 
Christ our Lord, and of the whole substance of the Wine 
into the substance of His Blood" (Oonc. Trid. Deer, de 
Buchar., Ses. xiii., c. 4). We reject this dogma ot Trun- 
eabstantiation, because it "cannot be proved by Holy Writ, 
bat is repugnant to the plain words of Scripture, over- 
throweth the nature of a sacrament, and hath given occa- 
sion to many superstitions" (Article xxviii.). We have 
devoted many pages to the discussion of this dogma (see, 
«• g., vol. v., p. 76 and p. 109); and we have adduced so 
toany convincing arguments against it from reason, from 
Scripture, from the early Church writers, and from the 



■_> C hemnitz ^Exam. Deer. Cone Trtd., p. 89. Edit. Franc. 1609) 
••ore, this conclusive y from the statements of Andradins, one ot the 
ewoina theologians of the Council. 

i This word " naturally • was added in order to exelo.de our Lord 
Jean Christ, and Him ami of all the descendants of Adam. 



early Church practice, that, even if we had no other rea- 
son for being Protestants than the fact that this monstrous 
fiction of the middle ages constitutes an essential part of 
the creed of the Church of Rome, we should deem our- 
se'ves fully justified in withdrawing from her communion. 

9. We cannot agree with the Church of Rome as to the 
dogma of the Sacrifice of the Mass. She. holds that in 
the Mass there is offered a true propitiatory sacrifice for 
the living and for the dead ; and that this sacrifice is one 
and the same with the sacrifice on the Cross ; the only dif- 
ference being that the one is bloody, the other unbloody. 
(Cone. Trid., Sess. xxii., Deer, de Sacr. Mis-aj., c. 2). We 
maintain, on the contrary (Article xxxi.), that " the offer- 
ing of Christ once made is a perfect redemption, prop tia- 
tion, and satisfaction, for all the sins of the whole world, 
both original and actual ; and there is none other satis- 
faction for sin but that alone." So plainly can we demon- 
strate this fundamental truth from Scripture, and so essen- 
tial do we deem it, as it obviously is, to the perfection and 
dignity of the Atonement, that we do not hesitate to de- 
clare in strong terms that " the sacrifices of the Masses, 
in which the priest is commonly said to offer Christ for 
the living and the dead, are blasphemous fables and per- 
nicious impostures." This is strong language; but if it 
be proved, as it has been pioved, that this dogma of the Sa- 
crifice of the Mass conflicts in many ways with the Sacri- 
fice of Christ on the Cross ; conflicts with the sole and per- 
petual priesthood of Christ ; and obscures or overturns the 
means which Christ Himself ordained for the application 
of the merits of His death; then the language is not 
stronger than the momentous importance of the subject 
demands. In the pages of the La.yj.ian we have exa- 
mined this whole matter (vid. e.g., vol. v., p. 129), and 
so clearly opposed has the dogma in question been proved 
to be to the plain and express teaching of Scripture (espe 
cially Hebrews, chaps, ix. x. ), to reason, and to the teach- 
ing of the Christian Church in its early and purer ages, 
that upon this ground and for this reason, in addition to 
all the rest, we are and must be Protestants. 

10. We cannot agree with theChurch of Rome on the sub- 
ject of Communion in one Kmd. Our reasons for protesting 
atiainst this dogma may be seen in vol. v., p. 49 and p. 63. 
We showed in those articles that it is utterly opposed to 
Scripture and to the practice of the Christian Church from the 
earliest ages down to the beginning of the fifteenth century. 
We addui ed a number of patristic passages, all proving 
that the Fathers, without exception, believed the cup to 
be an indispensable part of the Eucharist. And, lastly, we 
quoted the words of Cardinal Bona, oneof the most learned 
and esteemed ritualists of the Romish Church, who can- 
didly admits that " it is certain that always and every- 
where, from the first origina s of the Church down to the 
twe fth century, the faithful communicated under the 
species of bread andwine." Inasmuch, then, as tho Church 
of Rome does in this particular violate the express com- 
mand of Christ, and run counter to the undisputed practice 
of the first twelve centuries; and inasmuch, moreover, as 
the Tridentine dogma is based solely on the theory of 
concomitance, which was itself a fiction of the mediasval 
schoolmen, we point to the doctrine of communion in one 
kind as one of the most powerful of the reasons why we 
are Protestants. 

11. We cannot agree with the Church of Rome 
on the subject of Purgatory. This subject has been 
most fully discussed in our pages, especially in the 
first four volumes. We have shown that the dogma 
has no foundation in Scripture, nor yet in Tradition ; but 
rests solely on pretended revelations of a comparatively 
recent date. We have pointed out that it was or ginally 
invented by heathen philosophers, and was adopted into 
Christianity from paganism. We have proved that the 
early Fathers and Popes knew nothing of its existence ; 
and thdt its late introduction into the Church is admitted 
by several eminent Romish writers themselves. Consider- 
ing all this ; and, moreover, taking into account that this 
dogma is the parent of Indulgences, and of many of the 
grossest superstitions which disgrace the unreformed 
Church, we are furnished with another and most powerful 
reason why we are Protestants. 

12. V\ e cannot agree with the Church of Rome on the 
snbjeet of the Invocation of saints and angels. This doc- 
triue also has Inen most fully investigated by us in vols, 
iii., v., vi. We have shown that there is not, in the 
entire compass of the sacred volume, so much as the re 
motest hint that dead saints intercede for us, nor any 
proper instance of persons seeking their intercession ; 
neither is there any promise that prayers to them or 
through them will meet with a favourable acceptance. 
We have shown that the invocation of saints and angels 
is inconsistent with real devotion to God, and wag, 
therefore, ac'ually condemned by ancient Fathers and 
Councils. We know that the cautions and distinctions 
laid down by the Council of Trent are unknown or neg 
lected in practice, and that, consequently, the worship 
and homage which are due to God and Christ and the 
Holy Ghost, and to them alone, are in fact paid to saints 
and angels, to the great dishonour of God and the infinite 
danger of human souls. We cannot believe that the 
Church which teaches such a doctrine can be right, and 
therefore we are Protestants. 

13. Especially, we cannot agree with the Church of 
Rome as to the worship which she pays to the Virgin Mary. 
We honour and respect her as the mother of the blessed 
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Jesus, the incarnate God ; but we do not, we dare not 
yield to her the same reverence and homage as we pa/ 
to Him and to the Father. We find not a tittle in Scrip- 
ture to countenance the adoration which she receive! 
from the Church of Rome (vide Layman, vol. i., p. 99). 
The writings of -the early Fathers we have seen to bo 
either utterly silent about her, or at least to say nothing 
about paying her worship (vide vol. i., p. liCand p. 135, 
vol. ii., p. 41). We have p.oved (vol. iii., p. S3) that the 
earliest precedent that can be produced for paying he* 
adoration is the idolatrous worship offered to h r by a 
sect of female heretics or fanatics, who lived in the 4th 
century. We have shown (vol. iii., p. 1 16) that her wor- 
ship was adopted by Christians in the 5ih century, with 
the view of attracting pagans to Christianity — in short, 
as a pious fraud. We have adduced various passage* 
from the " Glories of Mary." the " Litany of the Blessed 
Virgin," and other recognised books of modern Romish 
devotion, in which divine attributes are ascribed to the 
Virgin, and in which she is treated on a footing of per- 
fect equality with the persons of the blessed Trinity (vide 
e.g., vol. i., p. 40; vol. ii., p. 8-t). We have proved, 
moreover, that' the story of her Assumption was un- 
heard of in the Church for full seven hundred yean 
after her death (vol. iii., p. 108). We have shown that 
the dogma of the Immaculate Conception, which, on the 
8th December, 1854, was, lor the first time, decreed by 
Papal authority to be an article of faith, was unknown 
for the first thousand year< after the Church's history 
(vide vol. iii., p. 97, 130, 147) ; that it has no foundation 
in Scripture, but is contradicted by Scripture and by the 
Fathers; and that St. Bernard, especially, in the 12th 
century, declared, not only that the doctrine was novel, 
but founded on a false revelation. When we consider 
all these things, and when we see incontestible proof 
that Romanism is practically becoming every day a pure 
Mariolatry, and that the worship of God and of Christ is 
virtually absorbed in that of the Virgin Mary, we deem 
it our imperative duty, as it is our hereditary privilege, 
to be Protestants. 

These are briefly some of the reasons why we are 
Protestants, and which we have stated and discussed 
fully in the pages of the Catholic Layman. Out 
limits forbid us at present to recapitulate other points 
of diffe'ence between us and the Church of Rome, which 
still further swell the number of Our reasons for being 
Protc-tan s ; such, for instance, as Image Worship, Ado- 
ration of Relics, Indulgences, Celibacy, Intention, &e. 
All these questions also we have fully ami fairly stated 
and examined in our pages, and in each and every case 
we have arisen from the d iscussion with our convic ion« 
more strengthened that we ought to be, as we are, Pno- 

TESTANTS. 



THE CANONS OF SARDTCA AND APPEALS 
TO BOMB. 
The seventh canon of " the Council of Sardica" (as we 
now have them) is often produced in controversy, to es- 
tablish the supremacy of the Bishop of Rome. 

We propose now to examine the authority of this 
canon ; and for this purpose we shall first state it in full, 
as it was first quoted. 

" If a Bishop shall have been accused, and the as- 
sembled Bishops of his province shall have judged him, 
and shall have degraded him, and the Bishop shall appear 
1 1 have appealed, and shall have fled to the most blessed. 
Bishop of the Church of Rome, and shall have desired to 
be heard; and he (the Bishop of Rome) shall think it 
just that the examination should be renewed, let him 
think fit to write to those Bishops who are in the bor- 
dering and adjacent provinces that they should dili- 
gently investigate all things, and decide according to ihe 
fidelity of truth. But if he who asks that his cause should 
be heard again should move by his entreaty the Bishop 
of Rome to send a presbyter from his own side, it shall 
be in the power of the Bishop of Rome to do what he may 
wish and think right. And if he shall have decreed to 
send persons who, being present, may judge with the 
Bishop, having his authority by whom ihey are sent, 
let that be in his own power. But if he shall think that 
the Bishops of the province are sufficient to terminate 
the business, let him do what he may think fit in his 
most prudent counsel."* 

This canon was produced by Pope Zasimus, and Pope 
Boniface, and Pope Celestine, to the Church of Africa, 
in the years from 417 to 423, and was rejected by the 
Church of Africa and by St. Augustine as spurious. 

That canon has been produced to us by Dr. Geraghty 

* Si Episcopus accusants fuerlt, ac judicavertnt craaregati episcopt 
regionis ipsius, et de gradu suo d jeeeriot earn, el apuellasse epis- 
copus videatnr, et conlugerit al beatissimum ecclesifie Romano? epU- 
copum, et voluerit audiri, et justum putaverit, ut renovrtnr examen t 
scribere hit eptscopis dignetur, qui in dnitima et propinqua prorineui 
sunt, ut Ipsi diliffentur omnia requiranr, et jnxta fidem veritaua de- 
Hniant Qnod si is qai rogst causam suam iterum andiri, deprecations) 
sua movent ei iscopum Komanum, nt e latere suo presbyternra miuat, 
eiit in potestate Episcoui Roman!, quid velir, et quid estimec Bt st 
decrevetit mittendos esse; qui preseutea cum epiniopisjudjcenr, ha- 
beutes uuctoriiatem ejus, a quo deslinati sunt, erit in sua arbltrio SI 
rero erediderit satttvere episcopos, at negotio termtnnm imponant, 
factet quo I saptentissimo conciliu suo jadlcaverit. — Labbe and Cose, 
it. 1590. We quote from Pope Zoatmus's Jetttr, read in tae sixth 
Councrl of ■ :artha«e. The seventeenth Sardican canon was »Uo quoted. 
In the letttr of Pope Zoaimua; but as it does sot relate to appeals to 
Borne, we i eed cot give it. 
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and others for the same purpose, and we also reject it, as 
the Church of Africa and St. Augustine did. 

While we regard thia canon as forged, we do not regard 
it as supporting the modern ideas of the supremacy of 
the Church of Borne. The canon was forged before the 
modern idea of the supremacy was fully conceived, and, 
therefore, rather destroys than supports it. The canons of 
Sardica speak only of a power of revising judgment con. 
fined on the Pope by Bishops assembled in synod : this 
does not recognise a divine right in the Pope to decide 
appeals, but rather proves that such a claim by diviue 
light was not then imagined. 

We think this answer to the argument now founded 
on those canons is conclusive ; but we have not to rely 
upon this argument. We refuse to admit that this canon 
was passed by the Council of Sardica, until we see some 
better proof than has yet been produced. 
We are aware tbatmany Protestantwritershave notdenied 
that those canons were passed by the Council of Sradica. 

We decline to admit this as a proof that those canons are 
genuine, because we have knowledge of the history and 
extent of the practice of forgery in the Church of Rome, 
and of the difficulties of the gradual progress of the detec- 
tion of such forgeries. 

Before the Reformation, the world, the Church, the 
truth, were overwhelmed with forgeries. The light of the 
Reformation and learning had to face the enormous [ask 
of clearing away the mass of forgery. 

The task of clearing away forgery and interpolations 
was the greatest that could be conceived. It bad to be 
done by degrees. When once the vast extent of for_ery 
was proved, there was no ground of presumption that do- 
cuments not yet proved to be forgeries must needs be 
genuine. Two centuries were spent in the process. During 
that time many documents at first not contested by Pio- 
testants were subsequently proved to be forgeries, and ac- 
knowledged as such by Roman Catholics. 

This process of detection is not yet complete. We have 
ourselves convicted forgeries which have hitherto passed 
undetected. If our Roman Catholic readers should still 
be disposed to contest or deny the prevalence of forgery 
before the Reformation, we ask them to consider the story 
ofPope Joan— afemile Pope, delivered of a child in a 
public religious procession, in the streets of Rome. 

We do not affirm the truth of that story, but we do af- 
firm that the story rests entirely ou the statements of many 
Roman Catholic historians who lived before the Reforma- 
tion, and that Protestants bad nothing to do with invent- 
ing the story. On this gronnd we hope that Roman 
Catholics will not object to the process of clearing away 
forgeries perpetrated before the Reformation. 

We proceed now to state the grounds on which we de- 
cline to admit that the contested canon was really passed 
by the Council of Sardica. We admit that a Council was 
held at Sardica, a.d. 347. 

"Did that Council pass the canon now attributed to 
it, creating a limited right of appeal to Rome ?'' This is 
the question. 

We must inquire when and how those canons were 
alleged, produced, or quoted. 

The existing records of the Council of Sardica state 
that Gratus, Archbishop of Carthage and Primate of the 
African Church, was present at Sardica, with many 
Bishops of the African Church. 

A Council was held at Carthage in the very next year 
(348). In the record of that Council, we find a quotation 
of the 18th canon of the Council of Sardica b Although 
this is not one of the canons quoted by Zosimus, yet this 
does look like an immediate recognition of the canons of 
Sardica, in a contemporary document. We wdl show 
presently how this tells. At present we only observe (1), 
that this quotation in the first Council of Carthtge is 
tacked on at the end of a sentence, which would be com- 
plete without it, and where it could be most conveniently 
interpolated. (2). That this 18th canon of the Council 
of Sardica is not found in any of the Greek copies of those 
canons. 

In the 6th Council of Carthago, A.r>. 410," a commoni- 
tory letter from Pope Zosimus I. (from which we have 
quoted the 7th canon above) was read, requiring the 
obedience of the African Church to the 7th and 17th of 
the canons now called Sardican. 

Those canons were not called Sardican in that letter, 
but were thus introduced: "For so they said in tub 
Council or Nice, when tuev made a decree concern- 
ing the appeals of Bishops.'" 

We call attention to this clear and distinct expression, 
«' Ik the Council of N ice. " 

When this part of the letter, ending with that 7th 
canon, had been read, Alypius, Bishop of Tagasta, the 
early and personal frieud of St. Augustine, got up and 
Said; "Concerning this, we have already written in 
former letters of our Council that we also promise to keep 
whatever was determined in the Council of Nice. As 
yet, however, this strikes me, that when we inspect the 
Greek copies of that Synod of Nice (I know not for what 
reason), we do not at all find those things there ; where- 
fore we peti tion your venerableness, holy Pope" Aurelius, 

* Labbe and Com. ii. 7IS. c Tills date is perhaps a year too late. 
a In concllio Nicseno cum de epiacoporum appellatlone deceruerent. 

— tat> be and Coss. ii. 1590. 

• Th re was do no Ion in those ages or confirming the term Pope, 
Taps, father, to the Bishop of Home. That title wasc-irai to all whose 
position or character deserved It Aatelius was Bishop of Carthage. 



that because the authentic copy of this Council of Nice is 
said to be preserved in the city of Constantinople, you 
would think fit to send there some persons with your 
written authority, and nut only to our holy brother the 
Bishop of Constantinople, but also the venerable Bishops 
of Alexandria and Antioch, who may transmit to us, 
under the testimony of their hands, this Council, that all 
doubt may hereafter be taken away, because we have not 
at all found those things Faustinus' has produced. But 
those things, however, we promise, as I have before said. 
always to observe, until those genuine copies shall come.'" 
And Alypius goes on to propose, with great practical 
wisdom, that the Bishop of Rome should also send to 
Constantinople and Alexandria and Aritich for similar 
copies of the authentic decrees of the Council of Nice. 

To this Faustina*, the legate, 11 replied, that the Bishop 
of Horn" should not be prejudiced because that Alypius 
had said that the canons were doubtful. He proposed 
that they should refer it to the Bishop of Rome to make 
inquiry about these canons ; perhaps with the design of 
defeating the reference to Constantinople, Alexandria, 
and Antioch.' 

The Council determined to write ti the Bishop of Rome, 
but without abandoning their further inquiry about these 
canons. 

Novatus, of Mauritania Sitiphensfa, then called atten- 
tion to the law of appeals of the lower clergy, concerning 
which the 17th " Canon of Sardica" w:isquoied in the letter 
of Pope Zosimus." At the end of his speech (the most 
convenient place for interpola 1 ion) we find these words, 
"Because it was thus said in the Sardican Council."' 

These words, if genuine, would be decisive in favour of 
the disputed canons. But it is acknowledged even by 
Archbishop Binius that these words ahout Sardica were 
interpolated into this record in later times." 

That this 17th canon was proposed by Pope Boniface 
as of Nice, and not of Sardica, is clear from ihe fact that 
St. Angustine himself then got up and sail, that they 
would observe this too, pending a mure accurate inquiry 
into the records of the Canons of Nice. All the Bishops 
then resolved that the would be b und in the matter simply 
by what was in the canons of Nice.' 

The Council then passed a lot mal resolution to send to 
Constantinople, Antioch, and Alexandria, to have the 
original records examined." 

That was the time for the Pope's legates, who were then 
and thero present to manage this business, to bring for- 
ward that these canons were passed at Sardica, and that 
the Council of Sardica was a continuation and supple- 
ment of the Council of Nice. Yet it is clear from the 
silence of the record, and the admission of Bellarmine, 
Baronin?, and Binius (who do affirm that Alypius and 
Augustine were wholly ignorant of the Council ol Sardica 
having passed these canons)," that the Pope's legates did 
not give any such explanation, nor mention Sardica at 
all. They departed in silent confusion, well knowing 
that the search of the original records must destroy their 
scheme. It is not conceivable that these legates should 
have left the Bishop of Rome in such a position, if they 
could have shown that these canons were passed at Sar- 
dica. It is, therefore, evidcut that the notion of fathering 
theso canons on the Council of Sardica had not yet been 
entertained, or could not be attempted. 

At the end of an ancient collection of African canons" 
we have the letter which the Council then wrote to Pope 
Boniface (Zosimus being then dead). They recite the 
demand made by Pope Zos'mus, about calling Bishops on 
appeal to Rome, and about the appeils of the lesser clergy. 
They state that the.) had b.fore written to Pope Zosimus 
that they would observe these things until the records of 
Nice were examined. At the same time, they declare 
that they " should not be compelled to tolerate such things 
as they were unwilling even to mention, or that they sta iuid 
suffer things intolerable." 1 " Such was their estimate of 
the nature of the yoke which the Bishop of Koine was 
then seeking to impose on their national Church. They 
further express their hope that thoy wM not have to en- 
dure '• such arrogance.'" 1 They also express their hope to 
the Bishop of Rome, that " according t > the, wisdom ami 
justice which the Most High has given you, ynu will your- 
self see how these things should be observed, if hy chance 
they should be otherwise found in the canons of Nice "' 
But inasmuch (they say) as they have never seen any 
such things in any copy of the canons of Nice, they had 
resolved to send for the most authentic information. 

In process of time they received Liters from Cyril, 
Archbishop of Alexandria, and Atticus, Archbishop of 
Constantinople, with cert. tied copies of the. canons of 
Nice, which did not contain the canon s of Pope Zosimus. • 

' Faustinas was an Italian Bishop, ?ent by Zostmua to carry this 
letter, and to support it in the Council of Carthage. 

« Labbe and Cuss. ii. 159 >. 

b '* A Legale" at that time meant a messenger and representative. 
The Bisho;> of Rome sent Fao&liiiUS to give his letter, and to cooler 
with the African Bishops. At ti.at time, any other Patriarch or Me- 
tropi 1 tan miitht equally employ such a legate. 

i Labbe and Coss. 11. 1591 1 L jbbe and Coss. ii. 1591. 

It Ltbbe and Coss. il. ]f,02, note L 

> Libbe and Coss. ii 189.'. 

" Labbe aud Coss. ii. I5K2. 

n See the notes of Binius in Labbe and Com. ii. 6S6 and 1602. 

* Labbe and Coss. ii. 16'TO. 

P Nullu modo nos talia (qualia commemorare jam nnlamna) vel tole- 
rare cogeretnur, vel intoieraollia pateretnur.— Labbe and Coss. ii. 
167J. ■ Non sumiu jam latum lyphum pasaurt.— Idem. 

' Labbe and Coss. ii. 1070. 

1 Labbe and Coss. il. 1673. 



We have next a letter from a Council of Africa to Pop* 
Celestinus, declaring that no such canons were to be found' 
in the true copies, which (they say) they had already- 
sent to his predecessor, Boniface, and warning him not 
to send any of his clergy into Africa to execute his o.anonsy 
" lest we should appear to bring in the dark pride 
of this world into the Church of Christ, which holds forth 
to those who wish to see God the light of simplicity, and 
the daylight of humility.'" 

That was the opinion of St. Augustine and his breth- 
ren upon the Papal scheme of preserving peace in the 
Church, hy bringing appeals from all other Churches to? 
Rome; and too sadlv have their wise anticipations been 
realized in after times. 

They then pas.-uu their famous decree that any one 
from Africa appealing beyond the sea (i.e., to Rome) 
should be deprived of communion in Africa." 

This letter could not have been written earlier than 
the year 423, that being the year in which Celestine 
became. Pope. It is clear, therefore, that this discussion* 
must have occupied at least six years, and tliat the 
greatest care was taken to ascertain the facts. 

If Gratus, Archbioliop of Carthage, and the African 
Bishops, had really assisted in passing these canons at 
Sardica only 70 years before, and if these canons were 
really quoted in the first Council of Carthage in the fol- 
lowing year, it is not conceivable that these canons 
should no.t have been known at Carthage, then the great 
school of canonical learning and action, in the year 41&V. 
If these three successive Popes had been able to showthat 
these canons were at least passed by the Council of SardioSy 
and were bindingon the African Bishops by the acceptance 
of their own former prioiata and predecessors, it is not 
conceivable that these Popes would have submitted to 
their ignominious defeat and conviction as forgers with- 
out, at least, (ailing back on this defence. Yet it is 
! evident, and confessed, that they never set up this defence. 
j It Ins been felt in latter times that it was absolutely: 
necessary to try and set up t'lis defence for the conduct 
, of those Popes. But they never attempted to set it up 
: for themselves. They propounded these ca-ons as made 
j "in the Council of Nice.'' The whole discussion 
i tot ned on this alone ; and when this was disproved, they 
submitted in silence to the disgrace of convicted forgery. 
I We, therefore, conclude that Pope Zosimus's canons 
, were nothing but a mere forgery, intended to be 
! fathered on the Council of Nice; an I that the attempt 
to father these canons on the Council of Sardica was an 
invention of after ages, to cover the disgrace. 
I This is confirmed by the; fact, that the only plausible 
! evidence for attributing these canons to Sardica comet 
' to its from a Roman source. 

I In the collection of canons compiled hy Dionysius 
Exiguus, about the year 530, we find these canons given 
as Sardican. Dionysius was a foreigner — a Scythian. 
He compiled his code at Some, and for Borne; he, of 
course, used what materials he found there. He naif 
have found there some forged document fathering these 
canons on Sardica. It is, at least, as possible that this 
was put into the code of Dionysius Exiguus after his 
time. We find these canons given as Sardican in the 
no'orious collection of the notorious forger, Isidore 
Mercator, in the ninth century. Possibly the " Sar- 
dican canons'' were interpolated into tbe code of 
Diony-ius Exiguus from the forgeries of Isidore. 

In cither case, this Roman evidence for a Roma* 
forgery is north nothing. 

We i-ay no lawyer « ould go into court to prove a will 
upon giouuds which, if true, must have been known at 
the first, but which wero never produced for at least 
100 years after judgment was allowed to go by default. 

We, therefore, advise all future controversialists tt> 
decline admitting the Sardican canons as genuine until 
further proved. But we also advise them ro use these 
canon*, as propounded by Pope Zosimus, as the most 
conclusive evidence which antiquity affords that tbe 
Popes in those days did not claim the hearing of appeals 
by any divine right or suprenia y (of which claim no- 
trace appears in all this six years' discussion), but only 
aou.ht to ' btain it hy lorgery and fraud. 

The value of the assertion that the Council of Sardic* 
was a continuation and supplement of the Council of Nice 
depends simply on iis antiquity. AVe can find no such 
n .tion in antiquity. 
j The necessity of this assertion arose from facts whieb 
exclude the Couucil of Sardica from the rank of general 
Councils. 

Long after the time ofcSardica the Church counted only 
four general councils. Nice, Constantinople, Ephesus, 
anH Chalccdon. 

This actual exclusion of the Council of Sardica led ro 
this absurd " supplementary" notion, after the canons of 
Zosimus had been lathered on it. 

But that supplementary character of the Council of 
Sardica is a very modern notion indeed, and propounded 
with such hesitation and doubt in very recent times that 
we at once conclude that the notion has no support in an- 
tiquity. It is enough, for this purpose, to quote the word* 



1 Eiecutores etiam clericoa vestros quibusqne potentibus notttft 

roittere, nolite conceilete, ne fumosnm typhuui sie^uli la eccle*i»s> 

Chiisil, qua; lncem simplicitatts, et humiliutisdiem. Denm videit* 

■ cup.entibus piaster!, videatnur inducere.— Labbe and Coss. ii. 1G7S, 

I " Codex Atric, can. tS ana 125. Labbe and Coss., ii., 1064 and Uz& 
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oi Arvhobi.op Uimus, wflo liail oeiluriiiiut) ( anU liaroiiius 
carefully before him : " Some canons of tills Council are 
cited and alleged under the names of the Synod of Nice, 
either beeai.se the whole Synod of Sardica was a confir- 
mation of Nice, and, as it were, an interpreter of it, and 
therefore was counted one and the same with Nice ; or be- 
cause the same things were decreed at Nice, but with 
many other things have dropped out of that Council ; or 
in fine, because a collector, dropping the name and title of 
Sardica, which had been greatly defamed by the Arians, 
had so joined the canons of both synods that all appeared 
to be canons of one and the same Council of Nice. The 
latter reason appeared the more probable to Baronius and 
Bellarmine."" This is the only evidence which we have 
been able to find that the Council of Sardica was con- 
sidered by the ancients as a continuation of Nice. 

» 

THE SACRIFICE IN THE MASS AND TRAN- 

S INSTANTIATION. 
In our former article on this subject (supra p. 1<X>), we 
endeavoured to show that the doctrine of the primitive 
Church on the subject of the oblation or sacrifice which is 
made in the holy communion was a very different theory 
from the doctrine now upheld as orthodox in the Koman 
Chnrch. 

In the primitive Church each communicant was expected 
to contribute, either in alms, or in actual oblations made in 
kind, to the support of the Church, and the?e alms and 
oblations were offered up on the altar, and dedicated to 
God by prayer in the first part of the service, before the 
consecration of the holy communion ; am) we have shewn 
that it was this part of the service, and this part of it only, 
to which the name of sacrifice or oblation was given by the 
ancient Church. 

But the theory of Bomanism proposes to our reception a 
totally diffcrentdoctrinc. According to the Koman system, 
the sacrifice, properly so called, does not begin until after 
consecration. And what is it we are to sacrifice? Not the 
bread and wine; not the offerings which we have made of 
our substance, or the first fruits of all our increase; not the 
alms or the oblations which we have dedicated to God ; 
no, not even ourselves, our souls and bodies, which are 
the reasonable and lively sacrifice that God requires of us ; 
but the precious Body and Blood, the Body, Blood, Soul, 
and Divinity of our Lord Jesus Christ Himself. 

This is the doctriue which liomanism would impose upon 
os as Catholic and Apostolic truth, and we have already 
endeavoured to show that the language of the ancients is 
altogether at variance with such a doctrine — that so strange 
and wonderful a sacrifice was utterly unknown to the pri- 
mitive Church. 

We purpose now to examine the Romish doctrine itself, 
without reference to its agreement or non-agreement with 
antiquity. 

For this purpose, let us first state the doctrine in the 
words of those who first introduced it. 

Hugo de S. Victorc,* a writer of the twelfth century, 
in his great book on the sacraments, thus defines the doc- 
trine of the Mass, as it was held in his day : — 

" Mass (Mia-ui) is so called, as if it were Transraiss, or 
Transmission [ipj.tsi, transmissa vel tr<insmi*»io], because the 
faithful.ueople, by the ministry of the priest, who dUchurges the 
office of Mediator between the Lord and men, transmit* their 
prayers, and vows, and oMaiions to the Lord. The sacred 
Host iiself also may be called Mis*a, because it is trunzm>tied 
first from the Father to us, that it in.ty be with us ; and after- 
wards from us to the Father, that it may intercede for us with 
the Father." 

These words describe this doctrine at a very early stage 
of its development, and Hive two. very different explanations 
of the word Mass, the first of which does not at all express 
the present advanced stale of the Romi»h or Triilentine 
theory. But wa can sec, even in this ea'ly stage of the 
doctrine, as it appears in the second explanation of 
the word Miss given by Hugo de St. Yietore, what 
was really taught, viz. : i. That the words of the pri.st 
in consecration of the elements bring down Christ from 
His sitting at the right hand of the Father, from beaten 
to earth ; 2. That by the oblation of the mass He is sent 
up again, and offered up to the Faiher; and 'i. That all 
this is (lone to the end that Ho may intercede with the 
Father for us. 

The first observation which suggests itself upon this state- 
ment is that it seems to imply an entirely new kind of sacri- 
fice, unknown both to Jews and Christians. It seems essen- 
tial to the very notion of a sacrifice that we should sacrifice 
of our own ; that that which we off-r unto God should be 
Something of which we deprive our.-elvcs. Thus, David 
refused to sacrifice unto the Lord his God of that which 



* " Iliijtis Ccncilli al-quot canones sub nomine Nicamaa Synodi 
cHantur ct allrgamur : vet quia tot* Sardicer.sis Sjnodus Nicainai 
conftrmatio, eju que tanium quasi Inlirprts, ideoque cum Nicrena 
tin* eademque Synodus habiti fuerit; vel quod a N iiocna vere eadem 
ante quidtin constants luerint, std ab ipso Kicxno eoncilio hi cum 
multUalbs e&ciderint ; vel dt mum quia utriu.que Sjnodicanones col- 
lector nomine et titulo Sardici-n&i.-, quod hb Ariani-t vatde d'fr.ima- 
turn fuerat, expand", tta coi jnumetil, ut ottnt'S unius « jta^decnqiie 
Nicseni eoncilii canonea ease frdertntur. Posterior lalio ltaronio et 
Bellartntmi loci* supra allegatis probabilior esse vidctur."— Labbe 
and Coss. II., c:0. 

• " Missa aulem dicta est quasi transmtssa vel quasi transroUsio: eo 
quod pnputas fid- liu per miuisleriann sacerdntiy, qui tne^iatnris vice 
tungitnr inter Dom nam it homines, preces et vou et oblationea Domino 
ftratismittat Ipsa etiam Hostla s;ut:i missa vocari potest, quia trans- 
missa eat primum aciltret a Pane nobis ut nobiscnm esset : pnstea a 
■obis Patri n i apud Patreoi pro nubia iutercederet"— Lib. t, D. Sicra- 
■unus, P. 8, c. It. 



>-ojt him uothiug (2 oaiu. xxiv., 24), even lUougn it had 
become his own by the free gift of Araunah. Thus, also, 
we are 'said in Scripture and in ancient authors to offer 
unto God the sacrifice of prayer and praise, to offer unto 
Him our good works, our tears of contrition, our alms 
deeds, and our repentance : these are the only unbloody 
sacrifices which were known to the primitive Church , and 
of these, the Scriptures themselves speak in the language 
of sacrifice ; for we may remember the words of the angel 
to Cornelius : Thy prayers and thine alms arc come up 
for a memorial before God; as also the words of the 
Psalmist: Let my prayer corns before Thee as incense — 
the lifting up of my hands as the evening sacrifice. 

If, then, it be essential to a sacrifice that we offer unto 
the Lord of our own, in what sense can we be said to offer 
or sacrifice unto Him the body and blood of Christ, which 
He has sun down to us? 

We know of no answer to this, unless it be said that 
Christ by being sent down from the Father into the hands 
of the priest is thereby made ours, and that we may, there- 
fore, offer Him up again in sacrifice unto God. 

But, besides that this doea not make Him ourg, in the 
same sense in which our prayers, our good works, or even 
the victims offered up in bloody sacrifice untler the law 
wero ours ; it seems a strange and unaccountable use to 
make of so great a gift of God, as the real, nay the bodily, 
presence of Christ with us, that we should instantly, as 
soon as we have received Him, call upon the angels to 
carry Him back again to the Father. For so says the 
prayer in the canon of the mass which immediately follows 
the consecration* : — 

"We humbly beseech Thee, Almighty God, to com- 
mand these gifts, by the hands of Thy Holy Angel, to lie 
borne to Thy high altar, into the presence of Thy Divine 
Majesty." 

This, we repeat, seems a strange use to make of the Body, 
and Blood, Suul. and Divinity of our Lord and Saviour, thus 
actually sent down to us from heaven to earth, to send Him 
back to heaven again, and, like the Gadurenes of old, to 
pray him that as soon as possible he would depart out of 
our coasts. 

Again, secondly, we may ask to what use are all these 
things? Wherefore is the Lord sent down from heaven 
on earth ? And wherefore is He again carried back to 
heaven again, by the ministry, as we are told, of the holy 
■angels ? 

Must we think that the most precious body of Christ is 
more acceptable to God vihen lying on an altar, under the 
sacramcutal species, than when it was offered on the cross? 
Must we suppose that the intercession of Christ is more 
efficacious after having been thus sent down from heaven, 
and thus at our prayer sent back to heaven again, by the 
ministry of angeis, ttfsn it is when He is sitting in His own 
proper form, as well as substance, at the right hand of the 
Majesty on high ? Must we believe that the adorable sa- 
crifice of the ever blessed Son of God becomes more holy 
in itself or more efficacious, more acceptable to the Father, 
and more propitiatory for our sins, by being offered up 
again and again from the altars of the Christian Chutch? 
and if so, is it the band that offers it, or is it the repetition 
of the off-ring, that give it this renewed and augmented 
efficacy ? 

3. These questions are difficult to answer on the Romish 
theory ; but before we proceed to any further consideration 
of them, wo would remark, thirdly, that St. Baul draws a 
parallel between our Lords entering the sanctuary on high 
with His own blood and the high priest of the Jews once 
in the year entering the Holy of Holies with the blood of 
bulls and goats. 

This parallel the Romish theory altogether overturns 
and destroys. 1st. Becaus; it never was heard of that the 
biood of any lawful sacrifice, after it hid been Carried by 
the high priest into the Holy of Holies, was ever after 
brought forth again and offered upon the altar. The blood 
with which the high priest entered into the holiest place 
remained there for ever, and that which was brought for.h 
was not the bliod, but the blessing purchased by that blood. 
2nd. The Itomish theory is inconsistent With the parallel 
drawn by St. I'aul in a still more essential and important 
respect. St. Paul speaks of the sacrifice of Christ us once, 
and but once, offered ; he insists on this in his comparison of 
it with the sacrifice of the law on the great day ol atone- 
ment. As the high priest, ho says, c entered into the Holiest 
alone, once in every year, sd Cnrist, a high priest of good 
things to come, not by the blood of goats and calves, but by 
His own blood, entered in once into the holy place. Anil 
again, he says, that Christ is not to offer Himself often, as 
the high priest entercth into the holy place every year; for 
then must be often have suffered since the foundation 
of the world ; but now once in the end of the world hath 
He appeared to put away sin by the sacrifice of Himself. 

Nothing, therefore, can be more certain from this lan- 
guage of St l'aul than that the sacrifice of Christ was to 
he once and once only offered unto the Father; and no- 
thing can be more certain than that the Koman Cnurch, in 
the sacr flee ol the mass, pretends to offer Him up unto the 
Father, over all the World, from every altar, thousands 
and thousands of times every day. 

There is scarcely anything in the whole doctrine of the 

•> " Supplices te rogarnus omnipotens Deu«, jube hoc perferri p«r 
jnanua aineti angeli tai in tubliiuo altare tuum, la cuuspectu divioa 
majestutts tine. ' 

• Ueb. U. 7, sq. 



.Mass with which the advocates of the Romish theory seem 
so hopelcss'y embarrassed as in the attempt to reconcile 
these statements of Holy Scripture with their teaching. 
and it will be very instructive to consider briefly the shifts 
to which they are driven. 

Bellarmine, for example (De Sacr. Eccl. 1. r. c. 25, n. 
8), gives this solution of the difficulty : that Christ, indeed, 
was never offered more thin one i, under His own form and 
figure, upon the cross, with shedding of His blood, and in 
death ; but that this does not hinder His being offered as 
often as we please upon the altar, without shedding of 
blood. 11 

So that, according to this theory, when the Apostle says 
that the sacrifice of Christ was, and needed to be, but once 
offered, his meaning is that Christ was sacrificed but once 
under His own proper form and figure ; but this does not 
hinder His being sacrificed again and again — "nonex- 
cludit (to use the words of Bellarmine) iterationem obla- 
tionis Christi" — and that, according to the Romish doctrine, 
as really as if He were in His own proper form and figure, 
under the form or species of the bread and wine, on every 
Christian altar. 

We are, therefore, called upon, in conformity with this 
explanation of the Apostle's words, to believe, that although 
St. Paul denies in the plainest terms, and without any 
exception or reservation whatsoever, that the sacrifice jot 
Christ was more than once offered ; yet, in point of fact, it 
ismanytimesda -ly offered — really.actunlly offered and sacri- 
ficed on every altar, as truly as it was offered on the cross ; 
and that although the Apostle speaks absolutely, and makes 
no exception, lie did, nevertheless, reserve to himself certain 
limitations, not intending to deny that the sacrifice of 
Christ could in any form be repeated or reiterated, but 
only thai it could be repeated in that shape and form in 
witch He hung upon the cross, and in which He actually 
suffered death. 

He that can read the epistle to the Hebrews, and think 
such an explanation of the Apostle's meaning tenable, 
or even plausible, would seem to be beyond the reach 
of any arguments. 

4. Having made these general observations on the doctrine 
of the oblation of Christ in the Mass, as it is explained by 
Romish divines, let us now consider briefly that other part 
of the doctrine, wherein it is said that preparatory to that 
oblaiion Christ is sent down by the Father into the hands 
of the priest, in order that He may be sacrificed and offered 
up unto the Father again. 

For this purpose, the first thing that is necessary (we are 
told) is that the priest who consecrates should intend to 
consecrate; for without this intention nothing is done, and 
that not only when he intends not to consecrate, or (to use 
the words of the rubric of the Missal) when he intends 
to act deceitfully ,*butalso when he failitfrora -mere oblivion 
or infirmity, or oversight.' 

We shall not stop to discuss the various cases and diffi- 
culties stated even in the rubric of the Missal itself as re- 
sulting from this doctrine of intention, explained as it has 
been by Romish casuists, nor shall we now examine the 
consequences, fatal to the Romish doctrine, which follow 
from it. 

Our more immediate purpose is to examine the mode in 
which, according to the theory of Rome, the Body, Blood, 
Soul, and Divinity of our Lord are brought down from 
heaven, and placed in the hands of the priest, to be offered 
up in sacrifice to the Father. 

This cannot be effected without a series of the most stu- 
pendous and astonishing miracles. 

When the priest, supposing him to intend to consecrate, 
supposing also that there are no hosts on the altar, or 
portion of the wine which he overlooks, ex oblivione ; 
supposing him, iu short, to be in all respects duly qualified ; 
when the priest utters the five words, hoc ent tnim corpus 
ineurn, the following miracles immediately take place : — 

(I.) In the first place, the substance of as many wafers as 
are laid before him, and are present ohis intention, is instan- 
taneously annihilated, the figure, form, and species still re- 
maining ; and it may be well, perhaps, to remind the reader 
that by form, in the old philosophyof the schools, upon which 
this theory is built, is meant, not outward appearance, or 
figure (as we would now most probably understand by the 
word), but all essential propenies, as taste, and colour, 
smell, figure, touch, and all such qualities as can affect the 
senses : these are all supposed to remain, unaltered and un- 
impaired, and yet the substance to which they before be- 
longed, and in which ihey inhered, is utterly annihilated 
and destroyed. This, then, is the first great miracle. 

(2.) A second miracle is ihis, that although the wafer, or, 
what is the same thing, its substance, is thus absolutely 
annihilated, yet the form or aggregate of its sensible qua- 
lities is made to support itself on mere vacuity, without its 
natural substance, and continues to affect the senses, to 
excite in us the same ideas of taste, and smell, and colour, 
and figure, as before, so that the most miuute observa- 
tion, the most exact an I nicest senses, can deteet no 
change ; the wafer appears to the senses a wafer, and con- 
tinues to pos-ess apparently all the properties and qualities 
of a wafer, although in reaiity no wafer is there. This is a 
second great and astounding miracle. 

a •' Videmus iizitur Apostnlum non eXclad-Te quaralibjt iteratioaetn 
oblationis Chrisr-, sed earn s"Uin, qu» mortcta ipsias requirit." 

' D. lusone all tu'd ugire. 

1 Item si a iquas tiosnsa ex oblvione remineant in aluri, vel aliqua 
pars vin», vel atiqaa uostia utteat, cuta noa intend** coaadcrare nisi 
qaas videt. 



